Last week saw another battle in the widening war 
between Chancellor Christensen and members of the 
faculty as the Academic Senate refused to consider the 
Chancellor's proposals for a major reorganization of the 
campus. 

The vote came at the end of a long and acrimonious 
special session of the faculty Senate which had. been 
called at the Chancellor’s request to discuss his 
proposals for strengthening the colleges, ‘phasing out 
two of the three academic divisions, and creating a 
seperate school of natura! sciences. 

The meeting was unusual in form as well as content, 
as a special recess was called in the middle of the 
meeting where the rules were suspended and any 
member of the University community could speak. 

The faculty let their response to the Chancellor’s 
suggestions be known by voting two to one in favor of a 
resolution submitted by the chairpersons of the major 
Academic Senate committees. This resolution called 
the proposals ‘‘divisive and illiberal’’, noted that they 
came at atime of ‘grave concern about the competance 
of the Chancellor's own administration’, and stated 
that the ‘‘Senate does not think it wise to refer the 
Chancellor's proposals to committees or to a special 
steering committee, and declines to do so.” , 

The implications of this resolution remain unclear. In 
making his initial proposals two weeks ago, Christensen 
told the faculty that if they did not support his initiatives 
“you will have made some significant choices and 
provided guidance to yourselves and to the next ad- 
ministration of this campus.” This statement had been 
widely interpreted as implying that Christensen would 
consider a resignation if his models were not adopted. 

However, in a subsequent interview with the Press, 
Chancellor Christensen stated that he has no intention 
of resigning and plans to begin taking steps to restore 
confidence in his administration. (see interview 
elsewhere in this issue) 

Although the immediate issue under consideration 
was. the Chancellor's plan for resolving’ the 
College/Boards of Studies controversy, events of the 
past few weeks have indicated deeper problem. 
Dissatisfaction has been voiced, primarily by senior 
faculty members, with the Chancellor's handling of 
academic personnel matters, the functioning of the 
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central administration, and the Chancellor's overall 
leadership ability and fitness to run the campus. 

The growing rift between senior faculty and central 
administration first erupted into the open at an 
Academic Senate meeting on October 22, when 
Professor Martin Kanes read a statement asking certain 


questions of the Chancellor. The Senate is the official’ 


governing and legislative body of the faculty. 

In his statement, Kanes suggested that the central 
administration is too big, that resources are being 
diverted from teaching to administration without 
compensation and that the faculty was being restricted 
from using certain facilities such as telephones and 
xerox machines. Kanes asked some specific questions 
about the relative sizes and rates of growth of teaching 
and administrative functions, and requested a detailed 
reply from the Chancellor by the next Academic Senate 
meeting. 

In the weeks preceeding the next meeting, rumors 
began to fly abaut a growing movement among senior 
faculty to oust the Chancellor and other top ad- 
ministrators. Among the rumored targets were Eugene 
RCota-Robles, the Vice Chancellor; Pat Sullivan, Asst. 
Chancellor for Planning & Analysis; and Roberto 
Rubalcava, Director of Enrollment. A variety of 
meetings and caucuses took place to formulate 
positions and plan strategy. 

There was considerable speculation that a motion 
would be made to censure the Chancellor or even call 
for his resignation at the November 12 meeting. 
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HANCELLOR UNDER FIRE 


After a week of steadily building tensions, the 
November 12 meeting was much better attended than a 
usual Senate meeting. One professor remarked that 
they hadn't seen such a turnout since the debates over 
the Vietnam War. In addition to an unusual number of 
Senate members, a large crowd of students, staff and 
non-Senate faculty. showed up to see what would 
happen. 

The fact that the meeting had been scheduled in a 
room which was clearly too small to accomodate the 
large number of spectators touched off considerable 
controversy when the decision was made to give 
preference in seating to faculty and student delegates. 
Some students charged that this represented , in effect, 
a closed meeting, which may be prohibited by state law. 

However, by one means or another most of the crowd 
managed to get inside, filling space in the aisles and the 
back of the room. After much discussion they were 
allowed to stay by a special order of the Chancellor who 
suspended the relevant fire regulations. 


In his opening address to the meeting, Chancellor 
Christensen responded only briefly to the concerns 
raised by Professor Kanes. He said simply that the facts 
showed that funding for Instruction & Research was 
growing much more rapidly than funding for Ad-_ 
ministration, and that a detailed response would be 
forwarded to the appropriate Senate committee and 
made available to all interested parties. 

Continuing, the Chancellor spoke more generally,- 
referring to the crisis which had apparently developed 
on campus. He made reference to “ secret caucuses” 
among senior faculty and rumors being spread to the 
news media. Christensen speculated that some of the 
reasons for this crisis might include problems of ad- 
justment to a slower rate of growth, the ambiguity 
inherent in UCSC’s institutions, and the centralized and 
personalized decision making structure inherited from 
Chancellor McHenry. 

Instead, the Chancellor spoke more’ generally, 
referring to the crisis which had apparently developed 
on campus. He made reference to “secret caucuses” 
among senior faculty and rumors being spread to the 
news media. Christensen speculated that some of the 
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ANALYSIS 


“The disparity between the ostensible importance of 
the Academic Senate meeting Monday evening as a 


public forum to discuss the direction of the University © 


_and the reality of different power blocks among the 
administration and faculty...was a reflection of the more 
general atrophy of governing procedure since the 
inauguration of Chacellar Christensen last year.” 


— Jamy Robinson People’s Press 


To an outsider, the Nov. 17th Academic Senate 
meeting would have been a study in discontinuous 
anger, frustration and vindictiveness on the part of 
faculty leaders, and a childlike defensiveness from a 
persecuted administration. 

Beyond confusing tones, the issues themselves 
seemed full of paradoxical elements. The Chancellor 
had asked that the special session be cailed to discuss 
the details and ramifications surrounding his proposal 
for academic reorganization of the campus; yet at the 
meeting he asked Senate members to dispense with the 
matter of the proposal and focus on the issues of 
leadership and administrative competency. 

The faculty, who had been billed by many as once and 
for all ready to denounce the Chancellor and call for his 
resignation, passed a resolution which resolved to do 
little more than not refer his proposal to committee. 

And students, most surprisingly of all, seemed cast by 
default into the unlikable. role of defending the ad- 
ministration, at least until the issues and controversies 
are laid clearly before them so that they may judge the 
“bill of particulars’ on their own. Bordering on 
chastisement of. their faculty for what at times 
resembles a witchunt, the students who spoke called 
mostly for. facts, fairness, and for solution-oriented 
approaches (“who will the Regents hand us as a 
replacement?”) three elements they deemed 
clearly lacking from the Senate Session. 

The seemingly ill-defined and obscure _ issues 
surrounding the present crisis are no more clearly 
deliniated once they are viewed independently of one 
another. The inherent qualities of overlap between 
present circumstance, tone, history, personality and 
external conditions do explain, however, some of the 
necessary blurring and muddling. 

UCSC is experiencing a kind of imprisonment without 
facing the bars actually confining it. Growth of in- 
structional resources on either the teaching or the 
facilities level has been cut to practically zero. As the 
crunch has come to all University of California cam- 
puses, there is more pushing and shoving to get a share 
of finite resources than has ever existed between the 
campuses before. UCSC does not come up on the 
winning end of elbowing and clamouring contests with 
aged, research-oriented and “respected’’ campuses like 
Berkeley or UCLA. And, while whole academic 
disciplines are devoted to the concept of ‘planning 
within a steady state’, few of us can translate such 
rhetoric to reality. ; 

The questions posed in the now-famous Martin Kanes 
letter reveal this understandable frustration with the 
application of dwindling resources to an institution still 


being born. In a near paranoid style, the letter accuses a 
burgeoning administration of taking care of its own 
while neglecting or even depleting academic resources. 
The fact that expenditure patterns and the mix between 
administrative and instructional. activities are deter- 
mined University wide is not of concern to those doing 
the indicting —— the end result is construed in- 
dependently of the cause. ; 

The clamour over a failure to produce the Campus 
Academic Plan requested by University Hall is another 
manifestation of this latent fear and concern for UCSC’s 
stature as a whole. The Chancellor is being chastised for 
not having completed a plan, yet the faculty are as 
uncertain and discordant with each other as to what it 
should contain as the administration must be. We 
are unsure about what to do with programs which are 
only. half-developed or which are reasonably complete 
but as yet unsanctioned in terms of their quality and 
importance when, the system of resources is now a 
closed one. There is a sense that it is important to have 
this document in residence at University Hall and 
faculty are frustrated by an administrative failure to 
construct what is viewed as a critical bargaining tool. 
But ‘what should this tool look like. How. can it also be 
made useful on the home front? 

By far the most significant historical and cir- 
cumstantial factor contributing to this crisis, however, 
is that of the administrative patterns established by ex- 
Chancellor Dean McHenry. As founder, God-father, and 
commander-in-chief of this University since its origins 
over a decade ago, McHenry administered UCSC witha 
many-fingered iron hand that few liked but most 
respected. Determined to develop his liberal ideals for 
Santa Cruz while simultaneously. ensuring that the 
campus costthe same orless per student than.any other 
University of California campus, he made decisions 
which were authoritarian and expedient. 

In a seeming contradiction to the ‘Santa Cruz 
philosophy”, McHenry made little attempt to weigh and 
address factionalized interests and tended the campus 
with fingers in every pot and with no apologies over his 
shoulder to those who might be getting stepped on. In 
an arrangement where hierarchies were strong and 
clear, many squirmed but none too loudly. Many, 
however, awaited the time when UCSC would be freed 
from such an arrangement and when a more par- 
ticipatory democracy could replace it. ; 

Christensen has also made mistakes —— some of 


them in direct conflict with his quest for open decision- — 


making. His response to the Budget and Academic 
Personnel Committee recommendations appears to 
have been one of overuling without attempts at 
communication. Many faculty extrapolated from that 
example to assert that such behavior has occurred in 
other processes concerning faculty-administrative 
relations. Some call him ‘a poor judge of personal 
character and point to various controversial or un- 
successful appointments he has made. Some suggest 
that he has no feel for political tones or say that he is 
pushed around by his administrative staff. Most of all, 
they indict his administrative vacuousness —— failure 
to respond to urgent issues, failure to act and to be 
decisive, failure to push for Santa Cruz on the statewide 
level or to lobby for programs and for people on the 
campus level. in sum, they would welcome him as a 
faculty member but do not want him for their leader. 

It is a good point, this issue of leadership, and this 
campus has a difficult time with both the definition and 
the role of leadership. Nowhere is there a definition ora 


job description for a Provost and no one has pulled one 
from a file-drawer for a Chacellor. While some duties 
are, of course, clear, much more of the definition is left 
-to personal style than to prescribed role. 

Increasingly clear is the fact that though many 
resented McHenry’s heavy handed, conservative-liberal 
approach, we were also used to it. While a change was 
welcome, the transitional period was bound to be a 
strenuous and a confusing one. 

Chancellor Christensen brought the conditions for 
such a transition when he came to the campus. He 
sought openess in decision-making and self-definition 
for programs. The “administrative reorganization” 
which began last summer had as its focus a less top- 
heavy and more delegative system of authority. 

This goal was not entirely met, and it was often im- 
plemented with actions which could not have met such 
a goal. However, Christensen did do away with the 
Divisional Vice Chancellors. He supported the Student 
Services “Consortium’’ concept, which replaced the 
proposed Director of Student Services with a collective 
directorship composed of the existing unit heads and 
students. He gave a near free rein to his recently ap- 
pointed Director of Enrollments to reorganize the 
enrollment affiliated units —— Financial Aids, Ad- 
missions, and Relations with Schools. 

Christensen responded to and facilitated the re- 
aggreation of faculty from one college to another, an 
endeavor which has brought new life to some colleges 
and even spurred some new programs in a time of no 
new expenditures. And, when Crown College decided 
they had reached saturation point with Administration- 
appointed provosts, he rubber stamped their recom- 
mendation of Ed Lanesman for Executive Officer. 

Not all of the Chancellor’s claims to success are tied 
to opening up decision-making and loosening the reins. 
When Christensen came to UCSC, there was a crisis 
over administrative attempts to. dismantle the 
Educational Opportunity Program. Christensen resolved 
the dispute in a manner satisfactory to those involved in 
the program and to the broad coalition of students who 
had rallied to its defense. College V students banded 
together to oppose the building of a Provost's House 
with some Sesnon gift funds — — Christensen froze the 
funds and no house has been built. ; 

Far more important than what the rejection of 
Christensen’s proposals implies for one person’s job, is 
what it says about the future of UCSC as a collegiate 
campus. The charges levied by faculty members 
against the proposal did not attack specifics —— there 
were none to attack. The concept of relocating un- 
dergraduate education in the colleges is not a new one 
but has been bantered about since the second college 
was built. The fervent arguments against the proposed 
reorganization and the whereas clauses of the Senate 
resolution posed in terms like “decisive” and “‘illiberal”’ 
confirms that we have opted to retain and support the 
status quo —— however bedraggled or outdated. 

The same condition which has contributed to the 
current uproar over competence and effectiveness will 
not be resolved with a new revitalized Administration. 
Indeed, the type of administration which some may 
envision might serve to lead us even further away from 
the unique potentialities represented by the collegiate 
system. At some point, we must face the source of the 
anguish and the root of the current attempts at purge. 
We are still suffering from a failure to identify the 
paradoxical issues binding us —— we only respond to 
their strangle holds. 


FACULTY SENATE 


[This is the text of the resolution adopted at the 
November 24 special meeting of the Academic Senate.] 


WHEREAS we believe that the special advantages of a 
collegiate university are being realized by the 
University of California at Santa Cruz, and that these 
advantages justify the demanding commitment 
required; 

AND WHEREAS we believe that the colleges cannot 
and should not be made responsible for all un- 
dergraduate instruction in the humanities and social 
sciences, and that to attempt to do so would jeopardize 
the valuable contributions of the colleges now and in 
the future; 

AND WHEREAS we believe it would be divisive and 
illiberal to split our faculty, the humanists and social 
scientists in the colleges, and the natural scientists in a 
division or school of natural sciences; 

AND WHEREAS the Chancellor's proposals for these 
and other drastic changes have been made suddenly, 
without preparation or consultation, at a time when 
there isgrave concern about the competence of his own 
administration; 

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Santa Cruz 
Division of the Academic Senate does not think it wise 
to refer the Chancellor's proposals of November 12 and 
19 to Senate committees or to a special steering com- 
mittee, and declines to do so. 


continued on next page 
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STUDENT VOICE — Cathy Nelson called for a 
separation of charges against the Chancellor from the 
discussion of his proposal. When Provosts and other 
Faculty and Administration higher-ups met with UC 
President Saxon to argue for the Chancellor's 
resignation, Ms. Nelson was not asked to attend. No 
students were in on the Wednesday, November 26 
Berkeley meeting when Provosts and others requested 
that U.C. President David Saxon ask for Chancellor 
Christensen’s resignation. 


REPRESENTATIVES 


[Statement given by Cathy Nelson, CCR delegate to the 
UC Student Body Presidents Council, on behalf of the 
Committee of College Representatives and several 
members of at least six college student governments.| 


There are two issues before us tonight. The first is the 
faculty challenge of the administrative competency of 
the Chancellor, and the second is the Chancellor's 
proposal. The resolution before us does not directly deal 
with either one. The resolution does away with any 
campus community discussion of the Chancellor's 
proposal; in effect, it allows the faculty to reject the 
proposal without open debate. Secondly, faculty 
challenges against the Chancellor have not been 
outlined clearly to date. This needs to be done now in 
order that these two issues do not get confused. We 
would like to see the Chancellor's proposal tabled and 
later discussed in appropriate forums. We would also 
tonight like to see a clear delineation of faculty 
grievances against the Chancellor so the question of 
faculty and community confidence in him can be 
resolved. There is presently not sufficient public in- 
formation for us, or anyone, regarding the question of 
the Chancellor’s competence to allow for the issue to be 
resolved in any intelligent or rational matter. 


Thank you. 
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INTERVIEW WIN 
CIHIRISTIENSIEN 


Chancellor Christensen is determined to remain in 
office, hopes to get back into closer touch with the 
campus, and plans to pursue his re-organization goals in 
a somewhat less sweeping manner. 

These were among the key points which emerged 
from a_ half-hour interview which the Chancellor 
granted to City on a Hill Press two days after Monday's 
Academic Senate meeting. 

The first topic to be raised was the now-familiar 
rumor about the Chancellor's impending resignation. 
Although such speculation has been growing in in- 
tensity since the Academic Senate refused to consider 
his proposal, Chancellor Christensen stated em- 
phatically that he had no intentions of resigning and 
hopes to be around for some time to come. 

In responst to the next question about whether he 
will be able to administer the campus effectively in light 
of this affair, Christensen stated, ‘I think we'll find out 
in the next couple of months. There are a whole host of 
issues that need attention — the way we use resources 
and the criteria for allocating them, for example. We 
need to make sure that what the central administration 
does is perceived as being helpful to the rest of the 
campus.” 

As part of these plans to restore confidence in his 
administration, the Chancellor mentioned his intent to 
“develop regular and more frequent meeting with the 
Deans and Provosts to insure that we are responsive to 
their needs and that they are aware of problems on the 
outside.” 

Christensen also emphasized his intentions to im- 
prove communication with the Chairpersons of Senate 
committees and with students. 

“| have a feeling that communication can occur. | also 
have a feeling that | have drifted away and become 
isolated. | need to turn that around.” 

We asked the Chancellor whether he agreed with the 
widespread view of Monday’s vote as a vote of no 
confidence in his administration. He replied that the 
vote was “susceptible to alot of interpretations, and 
that certainly is one of them.” 


“That's a possible, but necessary, conclusion. I’m not 
taking it as showing that at this time, although others 
may see it that way.” 

Although his specific proposal is now quite dead, 
Chancellor Christensen emphasized that his intent 
remains the same — to strengthen the colleges. 
However, in light of recent events, he intends to change 
his approach somewhat. “Rather than try for global 
solutions, let’s look at individual cases and see what can 
be done. | intend to set up regular meetings with the 
colleges and dividions and try to develop an effective 
relationship. 

“The faculty has not rejected a move in the general 
direction of strengthening colleges.” 

Another issue we raised was that of faculty con- 
fidence in the central administration as a whole. One 
point which has come up in the Academic Senate is a 
general feeling that the Chancellor is remote and out of 
touch, as well as specific dissatisfaction with the new 
administrative structure which has the bulk of campus 
units reporting to the Vice Chancellor. 

Asked to comment on this, the Chancellor replied, 
“The organization is new, the people are new in their 
positions. It’s just too early to draw conclusions.” 

“Clearly, there are some thing | should have done 
differently. One thing | believe | have done is to cut 
myself off from personal contact with the campus. This 
situation isn’t necessary.” 

“The Chancellor has to go out and get resources for 
the campus, Christensen continued, ‘‘and you don't do 
this by spending all your time dealing with internal 
concerns. | just can’t sit back and assume that some 
formula is going to feed us resources.” 

A related issue is that of the size of the central ad- 
ministration relative to the rest of the campus. There 
seems to bea feeling, at least in some quarters, that the 
central administration is growing faster than anything 
else at UCSC. 

In response to specific charges about resources being 
diverted from instruction to administration, the 
Chancellor stated, ‘‘No such diversion is taking place. | 
couldn't do that if | wanted to.” - 

“We get acertain budget for central administration. If 
we didn’t use it, it would got to some other campus or 
to University Hall. Resources can’t be diverted from 
instruction to administration or vice versa. 

“Is the administration out of scale? This becomes a 
question not only of campus decisions, but of the whole 
state. The problem isn't me, it isn’t this campus, it’s the 
UC system and the State of California. 

In this subject, Christensen also commented that over 
the past five years on the campus the budget for In- 
struction and Research has grown much more quickly 
than the budget for central administration. 


Turning to broader issues, Chancellor Christensen 
also offered some thoughts on UCSC’'s crisis as 
reflective of a general crisis in public institutions. We 
have all become used to planning for growth. Now that 
“we have arrived’, and the role of growth is beginning 
to slow or stop, all sorts of problems and distortions 
emerge, and ‘questions of leadership’ grow in im- 
portance. 

Finally, Chancellor Christensen also expressed his 
belief that, despite all the controversy, the campus is 
still basically in good shape. ‘This place still does a 
better job of educating undergraduates than any 
comparable institution that functions on a_ similar 


student/faculty ratio. Basically, the institution is func- 
tioning well.” 


photocredit Michael A. Yampoisky Col. 5 


‘FRANKLY, I THINK ITS CRAZY.’ --- Joe 
Barber’s candid response to Christensen’s 

roposal to abolish the Deans office of 
Gockal Sciences and Humanities while making 
Natural Sciences a ‘School’. 


CAST OF 
CHARACTERS 


O you who turn the wheel and look windward, 
Consider Phlebas, who was once handsome and 


Tall as you... 
— t.s. eliot ‘the wasteland’ 


SCENARIO 
Who: The Chancellor vs. the Academic Senate 
What: Scene II: in the debate over the Chancel- 
lor’s leadership ability 


Where. Performing Arts Theatre to a near capa- 
city crowd 


When: November 24, 1975, 8:00 p.m. 


Who would guess looking at Performing Arts that in 
mid-November it would become the arena for Scene II 
in the continuing story of ‘The Chancellor vs. The 
Academic Senate’. Nevertheless, this perfectly innocent 
hall, which heretofore had heard nothing but per- 
formers trot their artistic performances out before 
interested audiences, heard a performance ofa different 
kind played to a different audience last November. 

The meeting started at about 7:40 with five policemen 
and four firemen guarding the doors. The faculty, staff, 
and student members of the Academic Senate sat in the 
front section with the rear being reserved for any 
students who wished to listen to the fate of the 
university they so dutifully attend. 

Before the meeting the proposal of the chairpeople of 
the Academic Senate was distributed to the concerned 
parties, i.e. to students, other faculty, and to the 
Chancellor. (text printed elsewhere). This proposal was 
to be the matter of debate for the evening. It listed 
faculty grievances (partial) against the Chancellor as 
well as refused the Chancellor's request that the Senate 
refer his proposals to committee. 

People were apprehensive as the meeting began. The 
Senate began by recognizing that this was an ex- 
traordinary session and that it would recess its ordinary 
rules for one hour in order to allow all of those present 
to have a chance to speak. It became clear to this 
reporter after a few minutes that the meeting had been 
well planned and that the outcome was certain. In short, 
student participation in the ‘extraordinary session’ was 
a shuck. 

The chair recognized people before their hands 
were seen indicating that the important speakers of the 
meeting had planned their performances before hand. 
The key faculty speakers read from | prepared 
statements. It seemed to this reporter that the outcome 
was not in question at any point during the meeting. . 


.the Chancellor’s proposals for academic re- 
organization would not be referred to committee. 

Major actors among the Faculty, Students, and Ad- 
ministration at this meeting were: 

1) John Faulkner, Prof. of Astronomy, Crown —— 
Faulkner was the chairman of the Budget and Academic 
Planning Committee. He resigned from this committee 
because of alleged misconduct on the Chancellor’s part. 
The misconduct related to regulations concerning 
promotion and tenure. 

2) Joe Barber, Prof. of Literature, College V — — 

He read the opening statement by the faculty with a 
touch of sincerety. 

3) Martin Kanes, Prof. of French & Comparative 

Literature, Stevenson — — 
He initiated the whole process of review of the Chan- 
cellorin the writing of a letter requesting the Chancellor 
to provide the Senate with figures comparing the 
amount of money spent to administrate the school 
relative to the amount of money spent to teach. 

4) Siegried (Sig) Puknat, Prof. of German Comparative 
Literature, Cowell —— 

Sig is the chairman of the Academic Senate and as such 
has at times roused the ire of students wishing to speak 
and see the Senate conduct its business. 

5) Jasper Rose, Prof. of History and Art, Cowell —— 
This man became something of a student favorite 
because of his strongly held, well delivered and com- 
passionate opinions. 

6) Norman O. Brown, Prof. of Humanities, Cowell 
When a student asked, ‘‘What the hell is going on here” 
Norman O. Brown answered. He spoke on the question 
of leadership. He said that the Chancellor had not united 
the faculty and that evidence of the Chancellor's 
inability was to be seen in the fact that the faculty were 
making the kinds of charges they were making. Among 
other things, he proposed that the University of 
California decentralize and provide -the different 
campuses the environment in which they can find their 
own special meaning in education. This reporter thinks 
that that was the best idea of the meeting. 

7) Bill Friedland, Prof. of Community Studies and 
Sociology, Stevenson — — 

He added to Brown's suggestion that we not ask the 
Seay to de-centralize, but that we should simply 

O it. 

8) Harry Berger, Jr., Prof. of English Literature, Cowell 
In response to the student question about what was. 
going on or requests that the faculty draw up a bill of 
particulars against the Chancellor responded with why 
they could not. He did provide, however, his own 
reasons for being dissatisfied with the Chancellor. 

9) Karl Lamb, Prof. of Politics, Cowell College — — 
Parliamentarian of the Meeting. He accused the 
Chancellor of having contempt for the Senate as a 
deliberative body. He said that the Chancellor had 
equivocated in his reasons for addressing the Senate. 

10) Cathy Nelson, Student Representative to SPPC 
Cathy was selected to read both student statements to 
the Academic Senate. 

11) Mark N. Christensen, 
Geophysics, Chancellor —— 
What can | say? He is the Chancellor. . .or isn’t the 
Chancellor. ..oris the Chancellor but doesn’t know how 
to Chancel. He was accused vocally but not in writing of 
being incompetent. His proposals for campus _ re- 
organization were returned to him at the last Academic 
Senate meeting without consideration. And the debate 
continues... 

The meeting closed with the resolution of the Senate 
Committee Chairperson passing. (No one expected it to 
fail.( Some peopled voted against it. | think more people 
voted against it than were expected to by the Senate 
Radicals. That, however, is merely a guess. In the 
end, this reporter is left some questions. They are: What 
are the specific charges against the Chancellor? If the 
Senate is right and the Chancellor has not provided the 
leadership that the campus needs, and if (as | maintain) 
the Senate has not provided that leadership, what is 
going to happen to UCSC and how does that effect the 
quality of my education? 


FACULTY RESOLUTION CONTINUED 


Prof. of Geology and 


Frank C. Andrews, Vice Chair, SC Division 
Cesar L. Barber, Chair, Instructional Services 
Harry Berger, Jr. Chair, Graduate Council 
Benjamin T. Clark, Chair, Subject A 

Charles W. Daniel, Chair, Research 

May N. Diaz, Chair, Status of Women at UCSC 
David E. Dorfan, Chair, Educational Policy 
John Faulkner, Chair, Budget & Academic Personnel 
George Gaspari, Chair, Budget & Academic Planning 
David A. Huffman, Chair, Academic Freedom 
John W. Isbister, Chair, Undergraduate Courses 
Martin Kanes, Secreatary, SC Division 

David Kaun, Chair, Privilege & Tenure 

Karl Lambe, Parliamentarian Pro Tem 

Douglas McClellan, Chair, Committee on Committees 
Arthur Pearl, Chair, Status of Minorities 
Siegried B. Puknat, Chair, SC Division 
Pamela A. Roby, Chair, University Extension 
Bruce Rosenblum, Chair, Admissions & Financial Aid 
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Christensen Under Fire 


reasons for this crisis might include problems of ad- 
justment to a slower rate of growth, the ambiguity 
inherent in UCSC’s institutions, and centralized and 
personalized decision making structure inherited from 
founding Chancellor McHenry. 

After citing a number of accomplishments of his ad- 
ministration,the Chancellor went on to outline a major 
new proposal for academic organization designed to 
make concrete steps towards a goal of strengthening 
collges and to force discussion and conclusion on the 
issues. Briefly, the plan involved locating major 
responsibility for undergraduate instruction in social 
sciences and humanities in the colleges, and 
establishing a separate school of natural sciences. | 

Although a question period followed the presen- 
tation, the discussion was limited to a few comments 
and clearly lacked the force and vehemence which 
many had anticipated. 

It was not until later in the meeting that 
dissatisfaction with the Chancellor and his top aides 
surfaced as a major issue when Chairperson John 
Faulkner delivered the regular annual report of the 
Committee on Budget and Academic Personnel. This 
committee, among other things, is responsible for the 
final Senate recommendations on matters of promotion 
and tenure. Sections of this committee report cited an 
unusually large number of cases in which the Chan- 
cellor disagreed with the recommendations of the 
committee and alleging that “in the case of several 
strong disagreements, he used inappropriate criteria 
and was inconsistent in his application of them.” The 
report also charged that normal procedures for con- 
sultation between the Chancellor and the Committee in 
the case of disagreements had been violated. 

Following the report, there was a lively discussion of 
the various deficiencies of the present administration 
with respect to academic personnel procedures. Some 
observers felt that the discussion had been carefully 
orchestrated prior to the meeting to bring out the key 
allegations. 

A motion was made to accept the report, but some 
members objected to voting in favor of a document 
which contained such serious charges without more 
information. In the end the dispute was resolved by the 
Chair's ruling that the normal procedure was for the 
Senate. to merely “receive” a committee report, an 
action to which there were no objections. 

Because of the lengthy discussion devoted to the 
Budget committee report, it was necessary to continue 
the regular meeting on the next Monday, Nov. 19. At- 
tendance at that meeting was somewhat more sparse, 
although a considerable contingent of students did 
show up to watch. 

The major event at the Nov. 19 meeting was the 
resignation of John Faulkner as chair of the Budget 
committee, which he said was prompted by his inability 
“to work with the present administration. Professor 
Faulkner mentioned that a majority of his committee 
felt similarly inclined to resign, but that loyalty to the 
Senate had prevented them from doing so. 

Although such a resignation is almost unprecedented, 
the rumored onslaught on the Chancellor never 
materialized. Instead, the Senate took care of the rest of 
its business and adjourned. 

In the two weeks intervening between the _ in- 
troduction of his proposal and the special meeting, the 
Chancellor issued a memo (the “blue paper’’) designed 
to clarify his intentions and outline the specifics of his 
plan. The colleges would be given control over 
resources for academic programs and would have 
responsibility for initiating academic personnel actions. 
A Council of Colleges would be established to perform 
coordinating tasks, and the boards of studies would 
remain as “‘inter-college” entities to perform necessary 
campus-wide functions. 

Under the plan, the Division of Natural Sciences 
would be responsible for offering undergraduate 
programs in the natural sciences. Science faculty would 
also be expected to provide services to the colleges. 
The Divisions of Humanities and Social Sciences would 
be phased out as soon as the Council of Colleges 
becomes operative. A new administrative officer would 
become responsible for developing graduate programs 
in the humanities and social sciences. 

This, then, was the proposal under discussion at the 
November 24 special meeting, and to which the Senate 
responded. Thé resolution covered a number of points, 
stating in part that ‘we believe that the special ad- 
vantages of a collegiate university are being realized by 
the University of California at Santa Cruz” and that the 
proposed reorganization would “jeopardize the valuable 
contributions of the collges now and in the future.” The 
resolution questioned the suddenness of the proposals 
and the lack of consultation in their formulation, and 
mentioned the widespread questions about the 
Chancellor’s capabilities. 

Bowing to what appeared to be widespread sen- 
timent, the Chancellor stated that he had no objection 
to the discussion turning to questions of his per- 
formance in office. He suggested that discussion of the 
proposals might be tabled so that the “prior question” 
of leadership could be addressed. 

There followed a series of faculty speakers, each 
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» questioned the wisdom 


hammering away at various points related to the 
proposals, the manner in which they were presented or 
the Chancellor’s general leadership qualities. 
Professor Cesar Barber called the Chancellor’s ac- 
tions ‘‘a one man vote of no confidence in the faculty”, 
. of further loading already 
burdened college administrations with more duties, and 
concluded “frankly | think it’s crazy.” Professor Albert 
Hofstadter called the suggestions ‘‘the most dangerous 
thing I’ve ever seen in my whole career in education.” 
Seven out of the eight college provosts signed a 
statement recommending against the adoption of the 
Chancellor's proposals, saying ‘‘The syndrome of waffle 
and drift into precipitious eleventh hour action followed 
by equivocation, a syndrome that characterizes the 
genesis and modication of the very proposals before us, 
has contributed decisively to the current campus 
malaise. . .We can only conclude, however, reluctantly 
and sadly, that the prior question is that of leadership.” 
Despite the general tone, a number of voices were 
raised questioning the validity of such generalized at- 
tacks on the Chancellor. Campus representative Cathy 
Nelson read a statement on behalf of the Committee of 
College Representatives (CCR) which urged that a clear 
separation be made between the merits of Chancellor 
Christensen’s proposals and the question of his ad- 
ministrative ability. She went on to say that “faculty 
charges against the Chancellor have not been outlined 
clearly to date” and called for a deliniation of grievances 
so that the “question of confidence” can be resolved. 
A number of students who spoke during the open 
portion of the meeting echoed this desire to hear more 
about the basis for the faculty’s charges. One student 


‘stated that he was “appalled that such a great schism 


exists between the Chancellor and the faculty’, another 
suggested that the faculty “grow up”, anda third simply 
demanded to know “What the hell is going on’. A 
call was made for a specific bill of particulars against 


the Chancellor so that all members of the community — 


could judge the merits of the case. 

Several junior faculty members in attendance also 
raised similar questions. One Assistant Professor 
protested, “| have seen the Chancellor of this University 
stand on trial, and | don’t know why.. .If we are going to 
continue this investigation, | would like to hear some 
evidence.” 

Despite these calls, no ‘‘bill of particulars” emerged at 
the meeting. Some faculty members spoke of the 
manner in which the proposal was presented as an 
example of what was meant by poor leadership ability. 
Other cited the impossibility of presenting specific 
charges at such an open forum because of the con- 
fidential nature of the personnel proceedings involved. 
Professor Faulkner summed up his frustration with 
citina specifics by asking ‘how do you document a 
vacuum?” 

Perhaps the closest thing to a defense of the Chan- 
cellor was made by Professor Jasper Rose of Cowell 
College. Rose stated his belief that a good deal of the 
problems which Christensen faced were inherited ones, 
and confided that long before Christensen had been 
selected he had made the prediction that the second 
Chancellor of UCSC would not last two years. 

In reference to an earlier statement that signals from 
the Chancellor tended to ‘waffle’, Rose argued ‘Of 
course the signals waffle, if they didn’t, the man would 
be learning nothing. . .The idea of chiding someone else 
for an institution which we who made it ourselves do 


_ not fully understand is absurd.” 


After three and a half hours of discussion, a voice vote 
was finally taken on the resolution not to refer to the 
proposals for consideration. It passed, though not 
without opposition. Exactly where matters will go from 
here is somewhat unclear, since no other decisions 
were made by the Senate about further action against 
the Chancellor or mechanism to resolve the present 
dispute. 

In a manner which is typical of this controversy, 
rumors are already beginning to spread that the 
Provosts and Deans will make a demand for the 
Chancellor's resignation in a private meeting with him. 

University Provost Angus Taylor was in attendance at 
Monday’s Senate meeting as an official representative 
of the University-wide administration, but he would 
make no comment as to what, if any, action President 
Saxon might be considering. 


Get thee to . 
Financial Aid 
by Dec. 6th. 


PROVOST’ 
STATEMENT 


In late October, the Council of Provosts, perceiving 
that a serious situation might be developing on campus 
asa result of administrative drift and faculty frustration, 
began meeting in extraordinary sessions to review what 
did in fact prove to be an incipient crisis. Consultation 
within the Provosts’ respective colleges and 
deliberations within the academic senate confirmed the 
Council's fears that a Climate of anxiety and disaffection 
was rapidly undermining the morale and sapping the 
energy of the institution. 

While we in the Council have read and pondered the 
Chancellor’s proposals and welcome discussion of 
these and all ideas and suggestions for improving upon 
a complex and difficult campus structure, and while we 
ourselves are prepared to argue for greater clarity of 
vision, delineation of responsbility and reduction of 
structural friction, we also recognize and empathize 
with the sense of fatigue and protective withdrawal that 
must inevitably greet any new invitation to a general 
debate over any “grand design” for reform. We agree 
that there are problems related to both UCSC’s unique 
structure and truncated growth. But we also believe 
that these problems can be resolved by elaborating 
clear and realistic institutional goals, by resorting to 
rational and equitable processes, and by working hard 
and resourcefully. To this end, we pledge our collective 
wits and energy. 

It is our considered opinion, however, that our 
institution has suffered from an ad hoc quality in ad- 
ministrative decisionmaking. The syndrome of waffle 
and drift into precipitous eleventh hour action followed 
by equivocation, a syndrome that characterizes the 
genesis and modification of the very proposals before 
us, has contributed decisively to the current campus 
malaise. Rational discussion and structural reform are 
simply not possible in the present climate of debilitating 
recrimination and lack of confidence. We can only 
conclude, however reluctantly and sadly, that the prior 
question is that of administrative leadership. Resolution 
of the leadership issue constitutes a necessary 
prerequisite to any further progress in resolving the 
structural issues that confront but need not confound 
our campus. 

In light of these perceptions, and with undiminished 
confidence in the future of the Santa Cruz campus, 
Provosts recommend against the adoption of the 
Chancellor's proposals and promise our continued labor 
and counsel with the aim of facilitating a resolution of 
the crisis in leadership. 


Richard R. Randolph 
Joseph H. Silverman 
Edward M. Landesman 
John A. Marcum 

May N. Diaz 

J. Herman Blake 

Paul L. Niebanck 
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